T5^           THE ESSENCE OF BUDDHISM.

sure, not even the participant himself, that the transcen-
dental or supernatural element in it is objective reality and
not subjective illusion. Nor can the mystic demand from
others an absolute and unwavering faith in the intuition of
his ecstatic feeling. Besides, in all kinds of ecstasy there is
a withdrawal of the individual entirely as a conscious, and,
to a large extent, as an active being, from his external life
of relation. His consciousness is absorbed, so to speak, in
a purely internal stiain of activity, which is comparable to
nothing in normal experience, and is therefore incapable of
being recalled to memory when he returns to his life
of .relation. It is no wonder that he regards what appears
so much outside the range of normal experience as beyond
the compass of thought and speech (avdn^ mO.nam gocharam).
No wonder, too, that its rapture seems to him a foretaste of
that final beatitude which consists in the absorption of self
in the Absolute! But what can be the logical outcome of
this ? In plain language the so-called consciousness or
superconsciousness (sakshdtkdra or samyagdarsana) apper-
taining to the supreme goal of all mystics can be nothing
else than absolute unconsciousness.

If the world is neither the creation of Psvara nor the mani-
festation of the Absolute (brahmam\ may it not be a product
of the individual self? Without entering on the question of
the reality of the self, the Blessed One has shown the absur-
dity of regarding the self as the maker of the world as follows.
t( If you say that the self is the maker, then the self should
make all things pleasant. But there are many things in this
world not pleasing to one's self; how then could it be as-
serted that the self is the maker? If it be said that the
self does not wish to make things pleasant, then he who
wishes for things pleasant is opposed to his self, the maker.
Sorrow and joy are not self-existing. How could it be said
that they are made by the self? If we admit that the self is
the maker, there should, at least, be no evil karma^ but, as is
well known, our deeds produce good and evil results. Hence
the self can not be the maker. Perhaps it might be said
that the self is the maker according to the occasion, but then
the occasion ought to be for good alone. Still, as good and
evil both result from cause, it cannot be that the self has